6/1 t/75 


Bear Jim, 


After drafting the material for the new affidavit I Believe is required in 
C .A. 226-75 I case to realize the extent and the possible consequences of the newest 
Archives stonewalling and the potential of t; e FBI’s whipsawing us on this. 

It now is a? practical impossibility for me to execute as complete an 
affidavit as i believe is required, because of transparent withholding by the 
Archives. A t is completely impossible that the only communication or document 
of any kind from, to or about the ABC can’t be the one letter, iSbersold’s of 12/ll/63. 

Aside from this, I do not believe that the Hoover documents we have peirait the 
kinds of statements Ran k in made in the executive sessions about kaa t 


In this connection, please understand that my other work as it relates to this 
is absolutely and completely definitive* Exhibit 329 cannot have hit the President 
in the back and left traces on the jacket and shirt; and it did not and could not 
have exited the front of his neck. If you had read the last part of Post gsnam 
.jfovtem you’d know this. However, if you recall the pictures I showed you when 1 
got them from Aleindienst while he was still reeling from the summary judgement in 
C.A.718-70, you should recall en.ou^ 3 u 


Thus Kelley’s 4/10/75 letter makes no reference to EAA on the clothing. But 
they dared not omit this and the MAA 0 $ the curbstone iq the Kilty ati'idavite 
(Sorry I missed the curbstone HuA for the first affidavit. I'he terrible hasteJ) 


They cen 

.pj? 


roduce authentic and complete tests without ending the whoie 
monstrous affair, which gives us serious problems because they have serious ones. 
This is part of the reasoning behind ay belief that we must do all we can prior to 
the coming calendar hearing, when Pratt may just ignore the law one. try to moot us. 
And with vigor. 


Whire .or tiie purposes set forth in it my letter of today' to Khoads was 
necessary, i think it also provides a legitimate basis for asking for a post- 
ponement, aside from the ABu’s non— compliance which they can rectify r by again Handing 
us a non— responsive affidavit in court, dales-': you find compelling reasons not to, 
please use this as a basis f'er asking for the kind of postponement I've suggested 
in the past, until we have 10 coys after the delivery of the lap-j; paper asked for. 

1 have copies of what the Archives should have given us end dicta, t! They didn't 
give us any of the Shaneyfelt exhibits, for example, and they are relevant. Her the 
Hoover letter I have in Post jjprtW which says in his own special way that the HAA’s 
do not say what they want said. 


Added to the long and consistent record, I think this puts us in a position to 
use the new provision of the law for the recovery of damages. If we can find it* 
possible, always a question. 

Until I can read the Rockefeller Report (and the morning paper has not yet come) 
I can t be sure, out i believe that it will have to say more: than lias been, reported 


of Cotter’ s testimony on Cl A 


intercepts. I’d expect the Senate committee to 
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add to this. What I’m getting a t i is an explanation of the CIA’s stonewalling ■••hen 
I told If amor quite opsiily tint I Ii£.v« copies of their lousstic surveillance- on :as. 
i have known all along that there was interference with my mail abroad having to do 
viuii pu o . ’ i f i ning , tty “ondon a vent reported it by cable and phone. T. was re-presented 
for a while by Dilia, th Csech agency. When all else failed J tried. Bast Garmany. 

Anohin dost Germany the stuff just disappeared, both way. This cost use publication 
by Fischer A.G. and their letters never reached me. In fact, the manuscript disappeared, 
as did xeroxes of the limited edition at Per Sniexel .lLow- did they know? By accident. 
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Tfcrough an old friend a fabulous woman was my first agent in Sngland, the 
baroness %ura Budberg. She introduced Whitewash to Collins in 1 965. They gave 
xt initial editorial approval. But of all people they the? gave it to John 
Sparrow for a reading. nixed it. When I later learned about him, which is to 
say when he figured publicly in the controversy on the subject, I checked with a 
British reporter, who told me that Sparrow has been a longtime spook, specialising 
in recruiting. “ 

his °f ok a? -' x:ared 1 eagaged in correspondence with him. ~e was then 
unwilling to make even pro forma denials, saying I would not believe him anyway. 

. Iou krl0>7 about the non-delivery of the manuscript of Oswald in Haw Orleans; 
ana what happened with e second copy, another interception. Well, earlier there 
was something similar. I sent parts of Whitewash II to my London agent as I wrote 
tkem %t is my recollection that not a single first-class mailing reached him. Only 
v«nsn i. sent tiiem injured did He get sziy pa.r'fes* 

tto “** w 0f ** " ““ ^ «** 

So, if any appreciable part of this encapsulation is the case, the CIA could 
easily anc I .rink wisely have opted stonewalling, taking the chance that my 
lica-seci capabilities would be safer for them than any admission. 

There is more of which you knew. 

This newest business of the Archives and BJ makes me think again of seeking 
co-counsel and filing a damage suit. Can you find time ’to think about tills’ Have 
you discussed it with Phil? 

It would be best to do this as early as possible in the Hurch investigation, 
nn pari; Deoause it will oe fifilpi ul to theas* 

nr* T ° a i t d ° th±S S °° r ‘ 1,11 ? roba ' ol J to gifS^he work I've done on 

the CIA domestic proprietary used for this social intelligence operation. At 

least one, that is. The one I have documented. I'm to hear from Ford Ecwan. 1 
may raise it with him if his interest continues. 


Best, 



